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% NEGLIGENCE 
(Other than Automobile) 


Pedestrian Injured—Icy Sidewalk.—The trial judge erred in 


holding that plaintiff’s fall on an icy sidewalk in front of 
defendant’s premises was caused by negligent construction 
of the sidewalk (Shikora v. Grotto Realty Co., N. J. Supreme 
Ct., $402,924). Defendant city was held not liable for 
injuries sustained by a pedestrian as the result of a fall on 
an icy sidewalk (Leone v. City of New York, N. Y. Supreme 
Ct., App. Div., 7 402,912). Struck by Train.—It was error 
to reverse a judgment in defendant’s favor in a suit to 
recover for the wrongful death of plaintiff's intestate whose 
mangled body was found on defendant’s track, plaintiff 
having failed to sustain the burden of proving that the de- 
ceased appeared as an obstruction on the track (Tenn. Cent. 
Ry. Co. v. Maxwell, Admr., Tenn. Supreme Ct., § 402,903). 
Defendants were held not liable for the death of plaintiff's 
intestate, it being shown by a preponderance of the evi- 
dence that the intestate was a trespasser on the railroad 
tracks and not a traveler over the railroad crossing when 
he was struck by defendants’ locomotive (Woodward Iron 
Co. v. Goolsby, Admr., etc., Ala. Supreme Ct., J 402,899). 
Burning Leaves.—The trial judge erred in ordering a ver- 
dict for defendant city, after the jury found for the minor 
plaintiff, in a suit to recover for injuries sustained by the 
minor while walking on a sidewalk when a gust of wind 
blew upon him some lighted embers of leaves that had been 
raked into a gutter and burned (George Bowman, Jr. v. City 
of Newburyport; George Bowman v. Same, Mass. Supreme 
Jud. Ct., § 402,922). Uneven Flagstones.—Defendant city 
was held liable for injuries sustained by plaintiff because 
of its failure to safeguard that portion of a sidewalk where, 
during a hurricane, a tree had become uprooted, causing 
the upheaval of two flagstones, so that one was higher than 
the other (Cote v. City of Hartford, Conn. Supreme Ct. of 
Err., $402,916). Wet Sidewalk.—The verdict of the jury 
in favor of defendants was against the weight of the evi- 


dence where plaintiff was injured when she slipped on a 
wet sidewalk and fell into a ty leading to the base- 
ee 


ment of defendants’ premises (Cla v. Haeussler et al., 
N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., 402,913). Hole in Park- 
way.—The power conferred upon municipal corporations by 
statutes to regulate and control the grading, construction 
and repair of streets and sidewalks cannot be extended to 
include a park or parkway, and, therefore, a pedestrian 
who was injured by stepping into a hole in a parkway was 
not entitled to recover (City of Miami Beach v. Quinn, Fla. 
Supreme Ct., 7 402,910). Sufficiency of Notice.—Notice to 
the city stating that a pedestrian’s “fall was caused by a 
defect on the sidewalk of the highway which the city knew 
or should have known about” was held to be insufficient 
as a matter of law (Marshall v. City of Cambridge, Mass. 
Supreme Jud. Ct., $402,905). Dog on Sidewalk.—Defend- 
ant was held liable as the owner of the dog for injuries 
sustained by plaintiff when the dog seized his trouser leg 
and caused him to fall while he was walking in front of 
defendant’s premises (Curran v. Burkhardt, Mass. Supreme 
Jud. Ct., 1 402,901). Contributory Negligence.—Where plain- 
tiff was injured as the result of a fall caused by her foot 
becoming caught under a protruding spike in a crosswalk, 
the jury’s finding that negligence on plaintiff's part con- 
tributed in causing her injury and constituted 20% of the 
total causal negligence was not supported by the evidence 
(Fay v. City of Green Bay, Wis. Supreme Ct., 7 402,896). 


Stores and Shops.—Plaintiffs, husband and wife, recovered 


judgments for damages sustained when plaintiff wife fell 
on the floor of defendant’s store in Louisiana, because of the 
defective condition of said floor (F. H”. Woolworth Co. et al. v. 
Seckinger et al., U. S. C. C. A., 5th C., $402,908). Box in 
Aisle.—Whether a box in the aisle of defendant’s store in 
Mississippi was an obstruction which defendant could have 
reasonably foreseen as dangerous was a question which 
should have been submitted to the jury (Phillips v. Mont- 
gomery, Ward & Co., U. S. C. C. A., 5th C., 402,923). 


Landlord and Tenant—Repairs.—Plaintiff’s failure to show 


that defendant landlord made repairs to the tread of a step 
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and as a result of his negligence in so doing caused injury 
to her barred a recovery for injuries sustained in Missouri 
when said tread tilted while plaintiff, the tenant's employee 
was standing on it (Home Owners’ Loan Corp. v. Huffman. 
U.S.C. C. A., 8th C., 1 402,906). Collapse of Folding Bed. 
—It not being shown that the defect which caused a fold- 
ing bed to collapse, thereby injuring the lessee’s daughter 
was a latent one known to the lessor at the time of the 
letting and concealed from the tenant, judgment in favor 
of plaintiff was reversed (Jefferson Standard Life Ins. Co, 
v. Watson, Ala. Supreme Ct., $402,900). Roof Damaged. 
—Evidence showing that damage to a roof was occasioned 
by the violence of a storm rendered defendant owner not liable 
for injuries sustained by the occupant of the premises 
(Piegts v. Palombo, La. Ct. of App., 402,909). 

Invitees Injured.—Defendant market owner who had entered 
into an agreement with the owner of a service station 
whereby defendant’s customers were allowed to park their 
cars free was held liable for injuries sustained by one of 
his customers when said customer slipped on a grease spot 
on the service station premises (Van Wye v. Robbins, Calif. 
Dist. Ct. of App., {| 402,919). all over Platform.—Judg- 
ment for plaintiff, a business invitee who was injured while 
on defendant’s premises when she tripped over a low, un- 
seen platform as she turned to walk over to a counter, was 
affirmed on appeal (Thompson v. B. F. Goodrich Co., Calif. 
Dist. Ct. of App., | 402,920). 

Public Building—Wet Floor.—Evidence showing that plaintiff 
slipped and fell in a hallway of an office building owned 
by defendant’s decedent while the floor was being mopped 
by an employee of the decedent was insufficient to raise 
a oe question under the Safe Place Statutes (Cronce v. 
Schuetz, Exrx., Wis. Supreme Ct., J 402,897). 

Physician’s Liability —Judgment in favor of the infant plain- 
tiff for the loss of his eyesight caused by the negligence 
of defendant physician in failing to place silver nitrate in 
his eyes at the time of his birth was reversed because of 
improper argument of plaintiff's counsel as to the financial 
condition of defendant (Walden v. Jones, Ky. Ct. of App., 
1 402,898). 

Hunter Struck by Birdshot.—Judgment in favor of plaintiff, 
who was injured while pheasant hunting as the result of 
being struck by birdshot allegedly fired from defendant’s 
shotgun, was reversed, the court finding that the jury’s 
verdict in favor of plaintiff was against the weight of the 
evidence (Blanchard v, Noteware, N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. 
Div., 7 402,914). 

Fall on Stairway.—Where plaintiff fell on a stairway adjacent 
to defendant’s barroom and was injured while on his way to 
a toilet in the basement, the trial judge erred in ruling as 
a matter of law that plaintiff was an invitee on that portion 
of the premises (O’Brien v. Harvard Restaurant & Liquor 
Co., Inc., Mass. Supreme Jud. Ct., §[ 402,921). 


Sanatorium’s Liability—Plaintiff, in a suit to recover damages 
for the death of her husband who committed suicide while 
a patient at defendants’ sanatorium, complained, on rehear- 
ing, of the court’s statement that the deceased was an alco- 
holic, but the court held that the reason for the confinement 
was not material and overruled the petition (/ames v. Tur- 
ner-Gotten Sanatorium, Tenn. Supreme Ct., § 402,895). 


University’s Liability —Plaintiff, a former graduate attending 
a class reunion who was injured when he tripped over a 
parapet at the top of a retaining wall and fell to the ground 
below while seeking a secluded place to urinate recovered 
a judgment against defendant university (Guilford v. Yale 
University et al., Conn. Supreme Ct. of Err., | 402,918). 


Breach of Warranty.—In a suit by plaintiff to recover damages 
for injuries alleged to have been sustained as the result of 
eating infected clams at defendant's hotel in Michigan, the 
court held that negligence is not a necessary element o! 
proof in cases based upon breach of warranty and reversed 
a judgment in defendant’s favor (Kenower v. Hotels Statler 
Co., Inc., et al., U. S. C. C. A., 6th C., 402,917). 


Defective Telephone Pole.—Where plaintiff's decedent was 
fatally injured when one of his cows brushed against = 
fendant’s defective telephone pole, causing it to fall on the 
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decedent, the court held that the jury was warranted in 
finding that defendant was negligent and that this negli- 
ence was the proximate cause of the accident _— v. 
Weadville Telephone Co., Pa. Supreme Ct., 7 402,915). 


Swimming Pools.—Where plaintiffs intestate slid head first 
down a slide at defendant’s swimming pool and struck his 
head against the bottom of the pool, the court reversed a 
judgment in plaintiff's favor on the ground that the intestate 
assumed the risk (Levy, Admr. v, Cascades Operating Corp., 
N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., J 402,911). 


Releasesi—The setting aside of a release on the ground of 
mutual mistake of fact was error in a suit by plaintiff to 
recover for the loss of his leg, the court finding that there 
was no mutual mistake of fact but only a miscalculation 
of consequences (Mack v. Albee Press, Inc., N. Y. Supreme 
Ct., App. Div., 1 402,907). 


Transfer of Petition for Rehearing to Supreme Court.—Where 
a petition for rehearing was transferred by the Appellate 
Court to the Supreme Court because four of the judges 
failed to agree as to the question presented, the court held 
that it had no jurisdiction to pass on a petition for rehear- 
ing, or grant a rehearing, in a cause in the Appellate Court 
(L. S. Ayres & Co, v. Hicks, Ind. Supreme Ct., 402,902). 


Skater Injured.—Plaintiff was denied a recovery for injuries 
caused by third persons while she was skating on a public 
pond, the court holding that no action could lie against the 
municipality for the negligence or omission of an officer 
employed to maintain order in the park, the maintenance 
of order being a governmental function (Williams v. City 
of Longmont, Colo. Supreme Ct., {[ 402,904). 


* LIFE x 


Application—True Copy.—Fact that date of policy and busi- 
ness address of insured were inserted in application after it 
had been signed by insured did not prevent copy thereof 
from being a true copy such as statute required to be 
attached to policy (Kayser v. Occidental Life Ins. Co. of 
Calif., Iowa Supreme Ct., 502,511, 502,512). 


Assignment of Policy.—Bona fide creditor to whom absolute 
assignment of policy had been made to secure debt and 
in consideration of payment of premiums was entitled to 
entire proceeds of policy as against claim of beneficiary 
(Hackney v. Sharp, Tenn. Supreme Ct., §] 502,516). 


Rehabilitation and Reinsurance Agreement.—Rehabilitation and 
reinsurance agreement whereunder non-cancellable policies 
were assumed only in limited amount until reserve could 
be rebuilt was binding on non-resident holder of such policy 
(Padway v. The Pacific Mutual Life Ins. Co. of Calif. et al., 
U.S, Dist. Ct., E. D., Wis., $ 502,509). 


Limitation of Action.—Failure of insurer to include in policy 
non-forfeiture provisions required by statute does not pre- 
vent said insurer from defending action on prescription 
clause where beneficiary knew of non-forfeiture rights 
(Solomon v. First Natl. Life Ins. Co., Inc., La. Ct. of App., 
7 502,508). 


Policies Surrendered by Insured.—Wife of insured could not 
recover on policies which insured had surrendered prior to 
his death, evidence not disclosing mental incapacity on his 
part to contract for surrender (Page v. Prudential Life Ins. 
Co. of America, Wash. Supreme Ct., J 502,506). 


Voidability of Policies.—Insurer was entitled to void policies 
where it was shown that within two years prior to issuance 
thereof the insured had been treated by two doctors who 
diagnosed his condition as kidney stones (Gambill v. Metro- 


politan Life Ins. Co., Ill. App. Ct., 9502,499). Cause of 
Death_—Under voidability clause, insurer is not entitled to 
void policy unless disease for which insured was treated 
Prior to his death caused or contributed to cause his death 
(Poignee v. Monumental Life Ins. Co., St. Louis Ct. of 
App., Mo., 502,515). 


Beneficiary’s Interest—Assignment.—Agreement by beneficiary 


to assign her interest in policy to estate in consideration 
for her release as endorser on certain notes and the in- 
sured’s forbearance on cross-action in divorce proceeding 
constituted equitable assignment (Upton v. Ames & Webb, 
Inc., et al., Va. Supreme Ct. of App., 502,505). Direction 
as to Proceeds.—Interest income certificate directing insurer 
to pay interest on proceeds to beneficiary and principal to 
persons designated thereon on beneficiary’s death made 
such persons third-party donee-beneficiaries and was held 
valid in interpleader action commenced in New York (The 
Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. v. Ellis et al., Eisenlord, Admr., 
Appellant, U. S. C. C. A., 2nd C., $502,514). 


Accidental Death—Burns.—Evidence was sufficient to take 


issue of accidental death to jury where it was shown that 
insured sustained severe burns although the cause thereof 
was unknown (Pyramid Life Ins. Co. v. Milner, Ky. Ct. of 
App., $502,503). Sunstroke.—Regardless of distinction be- 
tween accidental result and accidental means, the latter 
being the terminology used in the policy, the court holds 
that death from sunstroke was accidental (Brackman wv. 
National Life & Accident Ins. Co. of Tenn., La. Ct. of App., 
{ 502,510). 


Disability Benefits—Notice.—Notice of disability is a condition 


precedent to the insurer’s liability and failure of insured to 
furnish such notice prevented recovery of benefits by bene- 
ficiary after insured’s death (All States Life Ins. Co. v. 
Steward, Ala. Supreme Ct., $502,501). Sufficiency of Evi- 
dence.—Evidence warranted jury in finding, under proper 
instruction, that insured had become totally and permanently 
disabled, but court erred in allowing recovery of penalty 
and attorney’s fees (The Equitable Life Assur. Society of 
the U. S. v. Bruce, Ark. Supreme Ct., 502,504). Bene- 
ficiary’s Claim.—Insanity of insured and ignorance of bene- 
ficiary as to existence of policy did not excuse failure to 
give notice of disability, such notice being a condition 
recedent to insurer’s liability (Bennett v. New York Life 
ns. Co., Idaho Supreme Ct., § 502,513). 


Cancellation of Policy—In New Jersey where innocent mis- 


representation is not a good defense in an action at law 
on a policy, insurer is entitled to equitable relief by way 
of cancellation, its legal remedy being inadequate (Ettelson 
et al. v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., U. S. Dist. Ct., N. J., 
7 502,500). Group.—Employee who pays sixty percent of 
premium on group policy is entitled to notice before such 
policy can be effectively cancelled and employment is not 
deemed terminated without notice (Shears v. All States Life 
Ins. Co., Ala. Supreme Ct., $502,502). 


* AUTOMOBILE * 


Insurance Questions—Splitting Premiums.—Exaction of a life 
membership fee from each policyholder constituted a split- 
ting of premiums under Wisconsin law and the Wisconsin 
commissioner had the right to decline renewal of an Illinois 
company’s license for failure to maintain a reserve based 
upon the full amount of premiums (Duel v. State Farm 
Mutual Automobile Ins. Co., Wis. Supreme Ct., § 705,442). 
Declaratory Judgment.—An insurer’s declaratory judgment 
action was dismissed for want of a justifiable controversy 
on the question of whether the automobile was driven with 
the consent of the insured and for want of diversity of 
citizenship required to give the court jurisdiction (Hartford 
Accident & Indemnity Co. v. Smith et al., U. S. Dist. Ct., 
S. D., Iowa, { 705,443). Set Off—Judgments for costs 
obtained by both sides of a controversy were mutual debts 
and the insurer of one side could not, as subrogee or equi- 
table assignee, deny a right of set off to the other side 
(Prindle, Admr., et al. v. Rockland Transit Corp., N. Y. Su- 
preme Ct., App. Div., 705,461). 


Carriers’ Liability—Driver Leaving Cab.—Defendant was held 
answerable for damages inflicted by a passenger in one of 
its cabs who drove off with the cab while the driver was 
answering a phone call (Pfaehler v. Ten Cent Taxi Co., 
S. C. Supreme Ct., 705,437). Discharging Passengers.— 
A carrier is under a duty to deposit his passengers at a 
reasonably safe place for alighting and crossing the street, 
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AUTOMOBILE—Continued held defendant answerable for the death of a girl, whose 


but he is under no obligation to wait until approaching 
automobiles have stopped or to warn passengers of the 
usual dangers of trafic which in the exercise of ordinary 
care would be avoidable (Jordan v. Wiggins, Ga. Ct. of 
App., § 705,441). 


Guests or Occupants—Host’s Lack of Skill—To his guest, an 


operator of an automobile owes no greater duty as to his 
control and management thereof than to exercise the skill 
and judgment he possesses; a guest assumes the risks inci- 
dent to the skill of the driver (Bohren, Sr. v. Lautenschlager 
et al., Wis. Supreme Ct., § 705,432). Overturned Vehicles. 
—Plaintiffs, husband and wife, recovered for injuries sus- 
tained by the wife through the negligence of their host in 
causing the car in which they were traveling to overturn 
(Scott v. Gardner et vir, Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., | 705,448). 
Defendant’s conduct in pulling to the left to pass a forward 
vehicle and then swerving on and off the road without 
slackening speed or making any attempt to control his truck 
rendered him answerable for the death of a guest who was 
killed when the truck overturned (Hawkeswood et al. v. Adam, 
Idaho Supreme Ct., 705,440). Constitutionality of Statute. 
—The guest statute did not establish an unreasonable, arbi- 
trary and unlawful classification of persons having immunity 
thereunder and of persons deprived of remedy, in distin- 
guishing between gratuitous and paying passengers in the 
same situation (McMillan et vir v. Nelson, Fla. Supreme Ct., 
705,446). Leaving Road on Curve.—Verdicts of no cause 
of action by guests against their host whose car left the 
road on a curve and struck concrete posts were not upheld 
(Tesiero v. Kiskis, N. Y. Supreme Ct., App. Div., § 705,447). 


Joint Tortfeasors.—Although the jury erred in assessing several 


damages against joint tortfeasors, the court was powerless 
to increase the recovery against one of them so that a 
single judgment might be entered against them (Koltz et al. 
v. Jahaaske et al., Ill. App. Ct., § 705,438). Telephone Com- 
pany’s Liability—Since plaintiffs failed to allege that the 
presence of defendant’s telephone pole off the pavement 
without a permit was the proximate cause of injuries sus- 
tained when their car struck an object on the highway and 
veered from the pavement and into the pole no judgment 
could be recovered against defendants (Short v. Ohio Bell 
Telephone Co., Ohio Ct. of App., § 705,452). 


Municipality’s Liability—Failure to present claim to a city 


employee as well as to the city as provided by statute did 
not destroy plaintiff's action against the city (Kosiba v. City 
of Syracuse et al., N. Y. Ct. of App., J 705,460). 


Collapse of Bridge—There being no evidence to prove that 


the State’s bridge was inadequate for the traffic permitted 
by the State, the court erred in submitting the issue of the 
State’s contributory negligence to the jury in a suit to 
recover for the bridge’s collapse by an overweight truck 
(State of Texas v. Dickey et al., Tex. Ct. of Civ. App., 
1 705,449). 


Pedestrians Dragged.—Judgment was for driver of car where 


evidence failed to disclose any negligence on his part or 
any conduct responsible for contact with boy whose foot 
became caught in bumper causing him to be dragged 352 
yards (Arthur, Admr. v. Rose, Ky. Ct. of App., § 705,445). 
Coat Sleeve Caught on Truck.—Defendant was not held 
answerable for injuries sustained by a customer when, as 
he started his bakery truck, the loose sleeve on the coat 
thrown about the customer’s shoulder caught on the rear 
of the truck and she was dragged along the street (Gagnon 


v. DiVittorio, Mass. Supreme Jud. Ct., § 705,454). 


Bicyclists Injured.—The owners of two trucks were held an- 


swerable for injuries sustained by bicyclists who, frightened 
by the close proximity of one truck, swerved into the other 
which was passing on the adjacent lane of travel without 
signal (Southwestern Freight Lines, Ltd., et al. v. Floyd, 
Ariz. Supreme Ct., 705,453). Approaching Vehicle.—Plain- 
tiff recovered for injuries sustained when his bicycle, oper- 
ated on the left side of the road, was struck by a vehicle 
which approached from the opposite direction in the center 
of the road (Reardon, Jr. v. Marston, Mass. Supreme Jud. 
Ct., 7 705,455). Speed of Motorist on Curve.—The jury 


bicycle he struck, there being evidence that she, a carefyl 
person, was on the right side of the road and that defend- 
ant drove at a high rate of speed on a dark night and ona 
curve (Johnson, Admr, v, McKnight, Ill. App. Ct., 705,434), 


Opposing Traffic Collisions.—Erroneous instructions necessi- 
tated a new trial after a verdict holding defendant answer- 
able for injuries sustained by plaintiffs whose car was 
struck by defendant’s car after the latter had sideswiped 
the vehicle ahead (Gorman v. Berry, Ky. Ct. of App, 
1 705,451). 


Duty to Drive on Right.—The unqualified charge that a vio- 
lation of the statute requiring that vehicles be driven on 
the right side of the road is negligence as a matter of law 
was erroneous because it permitted the jury to find defend- 
ant negligent if its truck skidded to the left side of a bridge 
without fault of the driver (Kohn v. B. F. Goodrich Co,, 
Ohio Supreme Ct., J 705,456). 


Barricade Struck.—Plaintiff was denied recovery for injuries 
sustained when the car in which she was riding struck a 
plainly visible barricade maintained by defendant railroad 
companies on a road previously abandoned by defendant 
village (Briske v. The Village of Burnham et al., Ill. Su- 
preme Ct., J 705,457). 


Intersection Collisions.—The negligence of an automobile driver 
in failing to see defendants’ truck which was in plain view and 
in failing to stop in obedience to a stop sign was the sole cause 
of the ensuing collision and defendants were not responsi- 
ble for the death of a guest in the automobile (Keeves, 
Admr. v. Staley et al., N. C. Supreme Ct., J 705,430). Left 
Side of Truck Struck.—Defendant was held answerable for 
damages inflicted when defendant’s truck crashed into the 
left side of plaintiff's truck, near the rear end, when the 
latter was almost across an intersection (H. Weil Baking 
Co. v. Barton, La. Ct. of App., 705,450). Street Car and 
Automobile.—Plaintiff recovered for injuries sustained when 
the automobile in which she was riding was struck by a 
street car at an intersection when the street car, which 
approached from the opposite direction, was suddenly 
turned left (Gnat v. Richardson et al., Recrs., Ill. Supreme 
Ct., 1 705,459). 


Rear-End Collision—A motorist, who struck a vehicle stopped 
with adequate clearance to its left, after driving through a 
snow drift at a speed of about twenty miles an hour when 
his vision was totally obstructed, was held answerable for 
the consequences of the collision (Haight v. Luedtke et al, 
Wis. Supreme Ct., 705,439). 


Railroad Crossing Collisions.—Plaintiff’s driving in front of an 
oncoming train, which was in plain view, was negligence 
which contributed to his injury and barred his recovery 
therefor (Miller v. N. C. R. R. Co. et al., N. C. Supreme Ct., 
705,431). Blocked Crossing—The conclusion was _ines- 
capable that, if decedent had exercised the slightest degree 
of care, he could have seen the train of cars blocking the 
railroad crossing in time to have avoided a collision and 
he was held contributorily negligent as a matter of law 
(Brown, Admx. v. Powell, Jr., et al., Recrs. for Seaboard Aw 
Line Ry. Co., S. C. Supreme Ct., {| 705,436). Dangerous 
Crossing.—Court erred in giving instruction incorporating 
dangerous crossing doctrine where crossing in question was 
open and unobstructed except for box cars standing on 
nearby siding (Louisville & Nashville R. R. Co. v. Admx. of 
Estate of Elmer Marshall, Ky. Ct. of App., 705,444). 


Damages—Pecuniary Loss Upon Death.—It appearing that 
plaintiff's husband had no earning capacity and that such 
advantages as plaintiff had from his accumulations were 
secured by a contract, the jury’s conclusion that she 
suffered no pecuniary loss upon his death was upheld 
(Schmutsler et al., Exrs. v. Brandenberg et al., Wis. Supreme 
Ct., $705,433). 


Civil Practice Act.—Separate judgments may not be totalled, 
under the Civil Practice Act, for the purpose of arrivins 
at the amount necessary to confer jurisdiction upon the 
Supreme Court (Antosz et al. v. Goss Motors, Inc., et @., 
Ill. Supreme Ct., 705,458). 


Paragraph () numbers refer to the full opinion texts in the CCH Insurance Law Reporting Service units. 
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